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CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN GREAT BRITAIN AND SWEDEN REGARDING 
THE SEARCH AND DETENTION OF MAILS 1 

No. 1 
Sir Edward Grey to Count Wrangel 

Sir, Foreign Office, December 15, 1915. 

I have the honor to inform you that the Swedish steamship Stock- 
holm has arrived at Kirkwall on her voyage from Gothenburg to New 
York. 

This vessel is carrying fifty-eight bags of parcels mails from Malmo 
to Chicago and New York, which are being removed for examina- 
tion, after which the vessel will be allowed to proceed at once to her 

destination. T , „ 

1 nave, &c. 

(For the Secretary of State), 

Algernon Law. 

No. 2 
Count Wrangel to Sir Edward Grey. — (Received December 19) 

(Translation) 

,.,. Swedish Legation, London, December 18, 1915. 

Sir, 

Under instructions from my Government, I have the honor to 
communicate the following to your Excellency: — 

The Swedish Government have been informed that the authorities 
at Kirkwall have detained postal parcels enclosed in mail-bags ad- 
dressed to Sweden from the United States, which were taken from the 
Danish steamship Hellig Olaf during her last voyage from New York. 
In the note which your Excellency was good enough to send me on 
the 15th instant, the Swedish Government were further informed that 
fifty-eight mail-bags containing postal parcels from Sweden for the 
United States had been taken from the Swedish steamer Stockholm 
and detained at Kirkwall. There is every reason to believe that the 
majority of the latter parcels contained Christmas presents. 

On several occasions, when the British authorities had taken meas- 
ures against Swedish shipping and commerce which seemed to the 
1 British Command Paper, Cd. 8322. 
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Royal Government to constitute a violation of international rules as 
sanctioned by the law of nations, no measure of reprisals or retortion 
had been taken. This procedure on the part of the Swedish Govern- 
ment was due to their conviction that His Britannic Majesty's Govern- 
ment would consider it right and equitable to rectify the measures in 
question. 

The seizure of the parcels on the Hellig Olaf and the Stockholm 
gives the impression, however, that the British authorities, far from 
wishing to minimize the difficulties, find pleasure in increasing them. 

The Royal Government, while protesting in the most formal man- 
ner against the seizure of the parcels in question, have to their great 
regret felt constrained to direct the Postal Administration in Sweden 
to detain all goods from or to England sent by the parcels mail in 
transit through Sweden. This measure will be maintained by the 
Swedish authorities till the matter is settled in a manner which the 
Royal Government considers satisfactory, and a guarantee is given 
against the repetition of an incident of this nature, so contrary to 
international law. 

I avail, &c. 

Wrangel. 

No. 3 

Count Wrangel to Sir Edward Grey. — (Received December 28) 

(Translation) 

Swedish Legation, London, December 27, 1915. 
Sir, 

With reference to the note that I had the honor to address to your 
Excellency on the 18th instant, and in accordance with instructions 
received from my Government, I have the honor to inform you of 
the protest of the Swedish Government against fresh infractions of 
the international rules respecting the free passage of correspondence 
and postal parcels. The cases in question are the following: — 

1. Postal parcels for Sweden sent from New York on the 8th 
instant have been seized on board the Danish steamship Frederik VIII 
at Kirkwall. 

2. On the 21st instant, the British authorities seized on board the 
Netherlands steamship Tubantia eight mail-bags coming from Spain 
and six from Buenos Aires, all fourteen being addressed to Sweden. 
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3. The mail-bags despatched from Gothenburg to New York from 
the 7th to the 12th November last were opened by the British authori- 
ties; the majority of the postal parcels therein contained were cen- 
sored and ten registered parcels were retained. 

4. The Netherlands Postal Administration has informed the 
Swedish Government that mail-bags containing letters from the Argen- 
tine Republic for Sweden have been seized on board the Netherlands 
steamship Frisia. 

As regards the case mentioned under No. 4, the action against 
which the protest of the Swedish Government is directed appears to 
be in direct contradiction of the international conventions which pre- 
scribe the inviolability of the letter post between neutral countries or 
board neutral vessels. 

In the latter case, the Swedish Government reserve the right also 

to take further measures. , , » 

I have, &c. 

Wrangel. 

No. 4 

Sir Edward Grey to Count Wrangel 

The attached memorandum is transmitted with the compliments 
of the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
Foreign Office, December 30, 1915. 

Memorandum 

Danish steamship Hellig Olaf. 

On examination of the parcels mail discharged from the above 
vessel at Kirkwall, 109 bags containing rubber were discovered and 
detained, all of them consigned from the Rex Chemical Company, 68 
Broad Street, New York, to Jonsson and Kraft, of Gothenburg, and 
His Majesty's Customs have been requested to place this rubber in 
the Prize Court, on the ground that it is believed to be destined for 
Germany. 

No. 5 
Sir Edward Grey to Count Wrangel 

Sir, Foreign Office, January 1, 1916. 

I have received, and read with considerable surprise, your note 

the 18th ultimo respecting the examination by the British authorities 
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of the parcels mail found on board the Danish steamship Hellig Olaf 
and the Swedish steamship Stockholm. You inform me that the 
Swedish Government protest against this interference with the parcels 
mail between Sweden and the United States, as contrary to interna- 
tional law. 

It is difficult to understand this contention. The steamship Hellig 
Olaf was carrying a number of postal parcels as to which there was 
reason to suspect that some had an enemy destination. The ship was 
accordingly visited and searched in accordance with the well-known 
and well-established belligerent right. In order not to delay the ship 
unnecessarily, the suspected parcels were removed for examination, 
and the ship itself allowed to proceed. The result of the examination 
was to show that one-third of the parcels contained absolute contra- 
band destined for Germany. These will be put into the Prize Court. 
The remainder of the parcels have been forwarded to their addresses. 
In the same way the steamship Stockholm was visited and searched. 
Suspected parcels were removed, and the ship sent on. In this case 
the parcels turned out to be unobjectionable from a belligerent point 
of view, and they too have been dispatched to their destinations. 

These are the plain facts of the incidents, and His Majesty's 
Government is at a loss to imagine what is the breach of international 
law suggested by the Swedish Government. It cannot surely be in- 
tended to dispute that a belligerent has a right to visit and search a 
neutral ship and cargo where he suspects an invasion of his belligerent 
rights. The Swedish Government are far too familiar with inter- 
national law to raise such a contention as that. Still less can it be 
supposed that the Swedish Government desire to throw doubt on the 
legality of seizure by a belligerent of contraband destined for an 
enemy country. Is it then suggested that the fact that the goods in 
question were being transmitted by parcels post renders them immune 
from the operation of belligerent rights. I am unaware of any justi- 
fication for such a suggestion. On the contrary, when, at the Second 
Peace Conference, it was agreed by the Powers which took part in 
it, to grant for the first time immunity in certain circumstances to 
postal correspondence found upon neutral ships on the high seas, it 
was expressly declared in the debate which led up to this decision that 
parcels were "certainly excluded from the privileged treatment ac- 
corded to postal correspondence." Indeed, it is obvious that any 
other decision would have practically destroyed belligerent rights with 
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respect to contraband and blockade. It is further worthy of remark 
that the right of visit and search, even in the case of letter post, was 
expressly preserved, and that letters going to and coming from block- 
aded ports were exempted from the immunity in question. 

The Swedish Government are, of course, perfectly cognizant of 
all these considerations, and I can only suppose that the protest 
which you have been instructed to make is based on some misappre- 
hension of the facts. That, too, must be the explanation of their 
otherwise inexplicable and, I must add, indefensible procedure in 
detaining the British transit mail to Russia. As I understand your 
note it is not pretended that the Swedish Government have any right 
to take such action except by way of reprisal or retortion. I must 
take leave to observe that for a friendly Government to proceed to 
reprisals or retortion without asking for or receiving any explanation 
of the alleged offense is a somewhat arbitrary procedure. At the 
least it imposes on the Government taking such drastic action the 
duty of making itself quite sure of its ground. In this case I feel 
convinced that after due consideration the Swedish Government will 
recognize that the action of His Majesty's Government has been 
perfectly correct. His Majesty's Government must therefore request 
the immediate release of the British mails, and would welcome any 
explanation which the Swedish Government may wish to offer. 

I desire to add that His Majesty's Government must regret the 
delay which the exercise of its belligerent rights caused to the inno- 
cent parcels post by the steamships Hellig Olaf and Stockholm, and 
to express the hope that no serious inconvenience was thereby caused. 
They have done their utmost to minimize delay and inconvenience. 

I have, &c. 
E. Grey. 
No. 6 

Sir Edward Grey to Count Wrangel 

Foreign Office, January 19, 1916. 
Sir, 

With reference to my note of the 1st instant, I have the honor 
to enquire when I may hope to receive the answer of the Swedish 
Government to my request for an explanation of their attitude in 
respect to the detention of the British transit mail to Russia. 

You will allow me to observe that the failure of the Swedish 
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Government to make any reply to my communication, and to con- 
tinue the admittedly illegal detention of British mails, contrasts singu- 
larly with the efforts made by His Majesty's Government to mini- 
mize in every possible way the inevitable inconvenience to Swedish 
subjects involved in the exercise by Great Britain of her undoubted 
belligerent rights in dealing with the illicit abuse of Swedish mails 
by enemy traders. 

If the Swedish Government consider it proper indefinitely to 
embargo British mails without any justification, His Majesty's 
Government do not see how they can be expected not to place a 
similar embargo on all Swedish mails. 

I have, &c. 
E. Grey. 

No. 7 

Count Wrangel to Sir Edward Grey. — (Received January 22) 

(Translation) 

,.,. Swedish Legation, London, January 21, 1916. 

I did not fail to bring to the notice of the King's Government 
the note which your Excellency was good enough to address to me 
on the 1st instant respecting the seizure of the Swedish mails on 
board the steamships Hellig Olaf and Stockholm. 

In reply to that note, I have received instructions to communi- 
cate the following to your Excellency: — 

The King's Government venture to point out, in the first place, 
that, in expressing the opinion that the postal parcels in question 
had been detained and in part seized contrary to international law, 
they never thought of founding themselves on an appeal to those 
special provisions regarding the inviolability of postal correspondence, 
which are found in the 11th Hague Convention of 1907. 

The Royal Government are well aware that the provisions in 
question apply only to letters and not to postal parcels. 

It is on other grounds that the Royal Government base their 
opinion, and have consequently taken their measures. 

As His Britannic Majesty's Government are aware, the King's 
Government have at no time admitted that the seizures in the form 
and to the extent to which they have been carried out by the British 
authorities during the present war were justified. 
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On the contrary, the King's Government have presented protests 
and complaints, both general and specific, against these measures. 
The fact that these protests and complaints have not had the ex- 
pected result cannot prevent them from intervening against fresh 
encroachments when they feel called upon by circumstances to do so. 

The particular cases now in question constitute encroachments of 
a very serious nature. Action which is contrary to international 
law, when it is a question of goods in general, is, a fortiori, still less 
excusable with regard to postal parcels. 

In this respect, I venture to recall the tendency shown in the 
Hague Convention to accord special treatment to mail-boats. 

Apart from this, it seems evident — 

That if a person makes use of the post, i.e., of the means of trans- 
port placed under the direct guarantee of the state authorities, he 
has the right to count on a more rapid and sure means of trans- 
mission by reason of the higher rate paid for transport; 

That the contents of postal parcels, as a rule, are of a more per- 
sonal character than consignments of goods in general; 

And that, for these reasons, the seizure or delay of this class of 
consignment makes itself especially felt when it is a question of 
interests which are not of an exclusively material nature. 

If the Royal Government were for a moment willing to admit 
— which is not the case — that the necessities of war justify meas- 
ures in themselves unjustifiable, they would be obliged to point out 
that in this respect the seizure of postal parcels is of infinitely less 
importance than the detention of other consignments of goods for 
or from the enemy. 

As regards the postal parcels on board the steamship Hellig Olaf, 
the Royal Government are not aware that before the seizure there 
had been any reason to suspect the presence of merchandise con- 
stituting contraband, and having an enemy destination, from the 
British point of view. As to the destination of the parcels seized, 
it appears, on the contrary, that all the parcels were addressed to 
Sweden and to Swedish consignees. 

A general suspicion of the existence of an organization for the 
regular transmission of contraband by means of postal parcels be- 
tween America and Germany through Sweden cannot be said to 
afford adequate justification, nor is it justified by the circumstances 
of the case. 
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The number of postal parcels despatched from Sweden to Ger- 
many has been considerably less during the war than before. While 
the number of postal parcels from the 1st July, 1913, to the 30th 
June, 1914, was 40,442, the number despatched from the 1st July, 
1914, to the 13th June, 1915 — the first year of the war — was 
only 27,524. 

It has been said that part of the postal parcels seized on the 
Hellig Olaf contained rubber. It should here be recalled that this 
merchandise belongs, according to the Declaration of London, to 
the so-called "free" list, i.e., to the category of goods which may not 
even be declared conditional contraband. 

But, independently of the Declaration of London, it is evident 
that rubber, which is for everyday and regular use for civil purposes, 
could not at the most be considered more than conditional contraband. 

The British decision itself by which, in spite of the circumstances 
that I have just mentioned, rubber was declared contraband of war, 
does not afford the necessary justification for the seizure of these 
postal parcels, since the presumption of enemy destination is want- 
ing; all the more so as the export from Sweden of rubber, whether 
in postal parcels or other form of consignment, is prohibited, and 
consequently there was no ground for stopping and examining these 
parcels. 

As regards the postal parcels addressed to America on board the 
steamship Stockholm, there could have been no question of treating 
them as either true or suspected contraband. 

The King's Government are unaware upon what other motives 
His Britannic Majesty's Government consider themselves justified 
in relying for the seizure and examination of these postal parcels, 
and they are also ignorant, consequently, of what His Britannic 
Majesty's Government mean when referring to these parcels as 
"suspected" and "unobjectionable." 

If, as would seem plausible, the intention of His Britannic Ma- 
jesty's Government was to apply to these postal parcels the Order 
in Council of the 11th March, 1915, the King's Government would 
refer to their protest against that Order in Council, and find them- 
selves obliged to reaffirm that they cannot recognize that order as 
either justified or valid. 

From certain expressions in your Excellency's note there is reason 
to conclude that His Britannic Majesty's Government consider the 
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rules of blockade to be in some measure applicable in the circum- 
stances. This cannot be admitted by the Swedish Government either. 

It is superfluous to point out that conditions of an effective 
blockade such as they are defined in the solemn and international 
agreement regulating these questions, do not exist. 

As they have already observed in a note of protest addressed to 
Sir Esme Howard on the 12th November, 1914, the King's Govern- 
ment are pleased to believe that a day will come when Great Britain, 
as well as the other belligerent Powers of the present day, will be 
grateful to Sweden that she has not thought it right to become a 
party- — even passively — to the brushing aside of concluded treaties 
and of rules of international law which may at a later date regain 
their value for them. 

If the Royal Government have felt themselves obliged to have 
recourse to certain measures of reprisal, without previous warning, 
that has been due to the fact that the encroachments against which 
those measures were directed constituted an aggravated repetition of 
infringements [of the law of nations] against which they had had 
to complain on repeated occasions. 

The King's Government hope that His Britannic Majesty's Gov- 
ernment, in consequence of the explanation now furnished, will under- 
stand the Swedish point of view, and they are convinced that, as a 
result of what I have just had the honor of setting forth, His Bri- 
tannic Majesty's Government will be disposed to do justice to the 
requests put forward in the note of the 18th December last. 

As regards the observations which the King's Government have 
felt obliged to present respecting the seizure by the British authori- 
ties of letter-mails on board neutral vessels addressed to Sweden, to 
which they have not yet had a reply, the Swedish Government 
equally venture to hope that a satisfactory solution will be found. 

I have, &c. 
Wrangel. 

No. 8 

Sir Edward Grey to Count Wrangel 

„. Foreign Office, January 31, 1916. 

Your note of the 21st instant conveys to me the answer of your 
Government to my enquiry as to the grounds on which they impugn 
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the action of the British authorities in searching the parcel mails on 
certain Danish and Swedish vessels, and seizing, for adjudication in 
the Prize Court, a number of parcels containing rubber. 

2. The Swedish Government disclaim, as I felt confident they 
would, any intention of appealing in this matter to Article 1 of the 
11th Hague Convention of 1907, which, they admit, is not applicable 
to parcel mails. They ground their protest on other considerations, 
which, so far as they can be gathered from your note, may be sum- 
marized as follows: — 

(1) That the convention referred to prescribes specially con- 

siderate treatment of mail boats; 

(2) That consignments by parcel post deserve more lenient treat- 

ment than other goods because this means of conveyance is 
placed under the direct guarantee of the state authorities; 

(3) That, more particularly, the parcels of rubber were not liable 

to seizure because — 

(a) There was, so far as the Swedish Government was 
aware, no reasonable ground for suspecting any 
enemy destination; 

(6) There could have been, in fact, no enemy destina- 
tion, since the export of rubber from Sweden is 
prohibited; 

(c) According to the Declaration of London, rubber, 

being on the free list, could not be declared con- 
traband; 

(d) In any case, rubber could not be more than condi- 

tional, and never absolute, contraband; 

(4) That, as regards the mail on board the Stockholm, outward 

bound for America, the Swedish Government could not 
recognize any right of interference derived from the Order 
in Council of the 11th March, since they did not admit 
the validity of that instrument. 

3. The Swedish Government, pursuant to these considerations, 
claim credit for refusing to be a party, even passively to the viola- 
tion of binding treaties and of the law of nations. The charge 
implied in this suggestion is a grave one, unusual in diplomatic 
documents, and, on behalf of His Majesty's Government, I must 
repudiate it in the strongest and most categori acal manners alto- 
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gether unwarranted. The invocation of concluded treaties is not, 
in fact, easy to understand in the present connection, unless it be 
that the reference is to the two treaties which are specifically men- 
tioned in your note, namely, the 11th Hague Convention of 1907 and 
the Declaration of London. 

4. The 11th Hague Convention is, in fact, invoked as stipulating 
for special consideration in favor of mail boats. I beg leave to make 
on this point a more general observation. By a note addressed as 
the 14th instant by the Swedish Minister at Paris to the French 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, which the latter has been good enough 
to communicate to me, the Swedish Government declared, in refer- 
ence to the 13th Hague Convention of 1907, that it could not be 
regarded as operative during the present war because it had not been 
ratified by all the belligerent Powers, this being a condition on which 
the validity of the convention was made to depend in virtue of a 
clause to this effect forming an essential part of the instrument 
itself. As the same clause, in identical terms, occurs in all the Hague 
Conventions of 1907 relating to the conduct of war, it follows that 
none of them are in force during the present war. That is the 
recorded opinion of the Swedish Government. Exactly the same 
opinion has been expressed by the German Government on more 
than one occasion, and particularly with reference to the very 11th 
Convention now in question, when the Norwegian Government called 
upon them to justify their action in seizing the letter mail on board 
certain neutral ships. On that occasion, it will be remembered, the 
German Government, whilst giving an assurance that they would in 
future refrain from such seizures, explicitly vindicated their perfect 
right to act as they had done, on the ground that neither this nor 
any other Hague Convention of 1907 was at present binding. 

5. I do not propose here to discuss the question how far this 
argument can or should be held to be conclusive on the point, having 
regard to all the circumstances. But I may be permitted to express 
surprise that the British Government should be arraigned for the 
non-observance of a convention which her enemies have formally 
repudiated, by the Swedish Government, who, on their part, declare 
it does not bind them. The proposition is neither logical nor just. 
Whatever may be said of the binding character of any Hague con- 
vention — and His Majesty's Government think a good deal could 
be said on this subject — it is clearly not for the Swedish Govern- 
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ment, who hold them not to be binding, to call upon Great Britain 
to observe those conventions in her war against Germany. 

6. The only other treaty referred to in your note is the Declara- 
tion of London. This is a document of which Sweden was not a 
signatory; which has been ratified by none of the Powers that did 
sign it; and which consequently has no validity as an international 
instrument at all. I should not, in the circumstances, have thought 
it possible that the Swedish Government, when reproaching His 
Majesty's Government with the violation of solemn treaties, could 
have intended to allude to the Declaration of London, were it not 
that your note specifically argues that rubber cannot properly be 
treated as contraband because it is included in the list of articles 
which the Declaration stipulates shall not be so treated. The Swed- 
ish Government are of course aware that whilst His Majesty's Gov- 
ernment have, by the terms of an Order in Council, undertaken to 
consider themselves bound by the rules of international law embodied 
in certain of the clauses of the Declaration of London, the articles 
setting up the free list was specifically excluded from that under- 
taking. The seizure of the rubber is justified on the doctrine of 
continuous voyage, which has been applied and recognized by other 
nations before this war, and of the benefit of which the British Gov- 
ernment ought not now to be deprived. 

7. I therefore put aside the argument based on the Declaration 
of London as wholly irrelevant, and the first of the grounds on 
which the Swedish protest is based must surely be disposed of by 
the considerations set forth above. 

8. The second proposition, which would derive a special degree 
of sanctity for the parcel post from the fact that it is sent under 
the direct guarantee of the neutral state, appears to His Majesty's 
Government to involve a novel and somewhat far-reaching doctrine. 
Coupled with the further argument that the enactment of a Swedish 
prohibition of the export of an article of contraband operates as a bar 
to the belligerent's right to seize such contraband, the proposition 
amounts to a claim that a belligerent should for the enforcement 
of his right of search and capture rely on a neutral Government. 
The belligerent right of Great Britain to seize contraband intended 
to pass into Germany is not affected by the existence of Swedish 
laws or regulations governing the export of the particular class of 
goods to that country. The right to stop contraband having an in- 
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tended enemy destination cannot be taken away by any action on 
the part of a neutral Power which may make it unlikely that the 
intended destination will in fact be reached. It is a right which His 
Majesty's Government cannot possibly abandon, and against its 
proper exercise they cannot admit that international law entitles any 
neutral state to protest. 

9. Turning to the objections raised to the seizure of the particular 
consignments. I note that the Swedish Government profess ignorance 
as to there having been any suspicion of the presence of contraband 
in the mails on board the Hellig Olaf before they were searched. In 
this respect it is not unnatural that His Majesty's Government 
should have had the advantage of the Swedish authorities. They did 
have information that contraband was being shipped in the mails by 
this and other neutral vessels. Events have shown how accurate was 
their information. But even if this practical test were not now at 
hand, it will surely not be contended that a belligerent's right to 
seize contraband is in abeyance unless and until the Government of 
the neutral country to which the goods were ostensibly consigned 
declare itself satisfied that there are sufficient grounds to suspect 
their innocence? 

10. The British authorities have followed the course which is 
not merely sanctioned but prescribed by one of the most ancient and 
unquestioned rules of international law. The shipments on board a 
neutral vessel were searched, and the contraband found was placed 
in the Prize Court. A diplomatic protest against this procedure 
cannot claim to rest on any sanction of international law. On the 
contrary, it violates the cardinal principle of the law of nations that 
the legality of the detention or capture of neutral ships or cargoes 
must be tested in the belligerent's Prize Court before it can properly 
be made the subject of diplomatic intervention. 

11. As regards the parcel mail on board the steamship Stockholm, 
I have already had the honor to inform you that none of the parcels 
subjected to examination were finally detained. All were forwarded 
to their destination with but slight delay. The Swedish Government 
will not, I feel sure, call in question the belligerent right of visit 
and search itself. That right is absolute, and, provided the search is 
carried out with the due regard for neutral interests which the cir- 
cumstances permit, there is no warrant in international law or prac- 
tice for claiming that the belligerent may be called upon to explain 
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why in a particular instance he had thought it necessary to exercise 
his right. 

12. In contrast with the scrupulously correct manner in which 
the British authorities have throughout acted in dealing with neutral 
parcels mails, the seizure by the Swedish Government of the Russian 
transit mail was a wholly and avowedly illegal act, all the more 
regrettable since it affects not only the acknowledged rights of this 
country, against whom the Swedish action was frankly directed, but 
also the rights of Russia. Such action is a direct challenge not only 
to the belligerent rights, but to the national sovereignty of Great 
Britain. No Power has shown itself more sensitive to any infringe- 
ment of national sovereignty than Sweden, and the Swedish Gov- 
ernment will therefore easily understand the feeling of Great Britain 
in the matter. 

13. His Majesty's Government do not suppose the Swedish Gov- 
ernment deliberately meditated an unprovoked departure from their 
policy of neutrality of so grave a character for the purpose of creat- 
ing friction with this country. His Majesty's Government, for their 
part, have gone out of their way to demonstrate by repeated over- 
tures their sincere desire to arrive at some friendly arrangement with 
Sweden in order to alleviate and diminish the difficultes which the 
pursuit of any naval war unavoidably creates for neutral maritime 
commerce. It has been a matter of profound regret to His Majesty's 
Government that their persistent efforts in this direction have not 
been crowned with success. They have been given to understand 
that the difficulties encountered are to be explained very largely by 
the sensitiveness of the Swedish Government on a question believed 
to involve some interference of a foreign Government with internal 
Swedish concerns, which precludes the possibility of their concluding 
or sanctioning the conclusion of a practical working arrangement with 
the interests directly concerned such as is feasible in the case of other 
neutral countries. I am afraid there lies at the bottom of this appre- 
hension a tendency to show a want of appreciation of the fact that a 
belligerent has not only duties towards neutrals, but also rights as 
against his enemy, which are equally sanctified by all the prescrip- 
tions of international law, and that the difficulty in so regulating the 
exercise of those rights as to interfere as little as possible with bond 
fide neutral trade is best met by friendly co-operation between the 
belligerent Government and the neutral traders in order to facilitate 
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the task of distinguishing genuine neutral trade from the illicit trans- 
actions which the belligerent is entitled to stop. 

14. If in the exercise of the belligerent's undoubted rights, such 
as the right of visit and search, it is thought by a neutral Govern- 
ment that the British naval or other authorities have gone beyond 
what the law of nations enables them to do, I can only repeat that 
it would be more consonant with the principles governing the inter- 
course between two friendly Governments if, before resorting to an 
open violation of British rights as a counter-measure to a supposed 
grievance, the correctness of the assumption on which the neutral 
based his complaint were brought to the test in the manner and by 
the machinery prescribed for this purpose by the consensus of all 
authorities of international law, as well as by the precedents set in 
every modern naval war. The rule that the legality of any act or 
interference with neutral ships or cargoes on the high seas must in 
the first instance be tested in a court of prize is one to which Great 
Britain, when herself neutral, has never failed to show obedience, 
often at the cost of considerable inconvenience and loss to British 
subjects and important British interests. She cannot in fairness 
be asked to agree to a contrary course now that she herself is at 
war. 

15. His Majesty's Government have the most absolute confidence 
that neutral claimants receive a fair and impartial hearing, and ob- 
tain full justice, in the British prize courts. I may, however, add 
that if nevertheless a neutral Government were to consider that the 
result of any particular judgment in the British prize court had in 
practice failed to give proper redress to one of their subjects, His 
Majesty's Government would be quite ready to listen sympathet- 
ically to any diplomatic representations on the subject, and they do 
not exclude the possibility of settling the controversy by some refer- 
ence to arbitration after the conclusion of the war. 

16. In view of the explanations which I have now given as to the 
true bearing of the incidents complained of by the Swedish Govern- 
ment — explanations which I need hardly assure them are offered in 
no controversial spirit — I feel sure they will understand the position 
of His Majesty's Government and recognize the justice and reason 
of their attitude, and I venture to express the earnest hope that 
orders will, without further delay, be given for the release of the 
detained Russian parcel mails. 
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17. I shall have the honor to address a further communication 
to you on the subject of the search of letter mails, to which reference 
is made in the concluding paragraph of your note under reply. 

I have, &c. 
E. Grey 

No. 9 
Count Wrangel to Sir Edward Grey. — (Received February 12) 

(Translation) 

Swedish Legation, London, February 11, 1916. 
Sir, 

As I had the honor to inform your Excellency on the 1st of this 
month, I did not fail to communicate to my Government a copy of 
the note that you were good enough to address to me on the 31st 
January last, on the subject of the seizure of a certain number of 
postal parcels. 

In reply to the latter note, my Government instructs me to make 
to you the following communication: — 

If, in the note which I had the honor to hand to you on the 21st 
January, the Royal Government spoke of "the brushing aside of 
existing treaties," &c, the context of the note shows that it was 
considering, in the first instance, the eventuality of the British Gov- 
ernment's being desirous of pleading the rules of the blockade in 
support of certain measures adopted. The Royal Government con- 
sidered that, when speaking of "the solemn international agreement 
regulating these questions," they had indicated sufficiently clearly 
the Declaration of Paris of the 16th April, 1856. It now recognizes 
with satisfaction the fact that the British Government make no 
further mention of the blockade, and only put forward in justifica- 
tion of the seizure of postal parcels on board the Stockholm, bound 
for America, the general right of search belonging to belligerents, a 
right which has reference to contraband. It is really difficult to con- 
ceive how parcels destined for America could be suspected of having 
an enemy destination. There is, moreover, no need to demonstrate 
at any great length that, generally speaking, the recognized rules with 
regard to search and seizure were ignored in the present case, as in 
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numerous other instances. The British Government appear, in fact, 
to refrain from contesting this fact. As these rules have for their 
object the protection, within limits, of the moral and material inter- 
ests of neutrals, it must be pointed out that the British Government, 
far from showing special regard for the interests of neutrals, have, on 
the contrary, violated their rights. If it were desired to regard the 
measures taken by the British Government in the light of reprisals, 
justified by German measures, such justification would be void of 
meaning as towards neutrals. Reprisals can only be directed against 
an adversary; for this very reason, the rights of neutrals cannot be 
allowed to suffer through an alleged necessity of war. 

In the note to the French Minister for Foreign Affairs which the 
British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs mentions in his reply, 
we did no more than state the undeniable fact that the Xlth Hague 
Convention does not, from its tenor, apply to the present war. In 
the same note the Royal Government expressly declared that they 
did not wish to insist on this point. In these circumstances, and 
quite independently of the question of the substantial validity of the 
document in question, the Swedish Government are in no way pre- 
cluded from appealing to the convention referred to, which has been 
invoked against Sweden by one of the allies of England, undoubtedly 
in agreement with her. 

As to the Declaration of London, it will be enough to recall the 
fact that the Declaration, which was signed in London on the ini- 
tiative of Great Britain, affirms in the preamble that "the rules 
contained in it correspond in substance to the generally recognized 
principles of international law." This affirmation, which the British 
Government would certainly not deny, is specially more particularly 
beyond challenge so far as concerns the rule by which goods "of 
current civil use" — such as india-rubber — cannot be classed as 
absolute contraband. 

The Royal Government are unable to comprehend how the deten- 
tion of postal packets on Swedish territory can be considered as a 
violation of the sovereignty of Great Britain, while the sovereignty 
of Sweden is not considered to be affected by operations of seizure 
carried out on board a Swedish vessel which had only entered Eng- 
lish territorial waters owing to the measures taken by the British 
Government. 

As regards the other points in the English note, the Royal Gov- 
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eminent remain equally unconvinced by the reasons adduced in 
opposition to their point of view. 

They do not, however, consider it necessary to touch upon this 
subject here, preferring to seek in another direction a solution of 
the questions at issue. 

The Royal Government, attaching great importance to preserving 
friendly relations with Great Britain and desiring, with this object 
in view, to do, on their part, everything compatible with the rights 
and interests of Sweden, have received with the greatest satisfaction 
the suggestion made in Sir Edward Grey's note that recourse should 
be had to arbitration in order to arrive at a solution. 

In response to this, and in order to show their good will, the 
Royal Government are ready to release and forward to their destina- 
tion the postal parcels at present detained in Sweden, on condition 
that the British Government on their part declare themselves ready 
to submit without delay to the decision of an arbitration tribunal 
in accordance with the Hague Convention and the Anglo Swedish 
Arbitration Treaty of the 11th August, 1904, renewed on the 9th 
November, 1914, the question of the legality of the measures taken 
up to the present by Great Britain with regard to postal parcels 
destined for Sweden or forwarded from that country, as well as the 
question of the consequences which may devolve from the solution 
of the first question. 

If the British Government agree to have recourse to arbitration, 
the Royal Government venture to hope that, whilst they revoke the 
order for the detention of the English mail, the British Government 
on their part will, pending the arbitral award, refrain from measures 
such as those which have brought about the present differences, and 
so avoid to provoke fresh counter-measures. 

I avail, &c. 
Wrangel. 

No. 10 

Memorandum presented by Sir E. Howard to M. Wallenberg, Swedish 
Minister for Foreign Affairs 

His Majesty's Government are anxious to do anything they 
reasonably can to arrange in an amicable way the question which 
has arisen between them and the Royal Swedish Government re- 
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specting parcel mails. It seems to them, however, impossible on 
account of many obvious difficulties to agree to the proposal that 
the question should be submitted to arbitration during the course of 
the war. His Majesty's Government consider that they have gone 
as far in the way of conciliation as it was possible to expect when they 
stated that they were ready to refer to arbitration after the con- 
clusion of the war any question in which, in the opinion of the Royal 
Swedish Government, Swedish claims have not been justly dealt with 
by a judgment of the British Prize Court. 

It is true that the Royal Swedish Government at the time when 
the blockade measures, instituted under the British Order in Council 
of the 11th March, 1915, came into force, notified His Majesty's 
Government that they did not recognize their validity in international 
law. But that they should now, nine months after these measures 
have been in operation, demand their immediate abandonment on 
pain of reprisals against British transit of mails to Russia, reveals an 
attitude which, considering that no reprisals have ever been sug- 
gested against the methods of warfare adopted by the enemies of 
Great Britain, whereby many Swedish vessels have been illegally 
destroyed and many innocent Swedish lives lost, can hardly be con- 
sidered as logical or equitable, nor looked upon as one of strict and 
impartial neutrality. 

The detention of a certain number of British parcel mails is not 
a matter of any great intrinsic importance, and the hardship thus 
inflicted on individuals can no doubt be corrected in due course by 
adjusting their claims for compensation; but, as long as it con- 
tinues, it keeps alight a smouldering fire of irritation which may at 
any moment cause serious difficulties. 

His Majesty's Government are very sincerely anxious, and they 
hope that the Royal Swedish Government are equally so, to main- 
tain and increase the friendliness of the relations between the two 
countries, and for this reason they desire to put an end to this dispute. 

His Majesty's Government finally point out that the Swedish 
Government, in agreeing to accept a judicial decision in the cases in 
dispute, would certainly not be acting in a manner inconsistent with 
the sovereignty of a neutral state, more particularly in view of the 
fact that if they succeed in establishing their claims before the prize 
courts, Swedish subjects will receive full compensation for any loss 
they may have suffered, and that in case they do not succeed in so 
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doing, it will always be open to the Royal Swedish Government to 
require the decision of the Prize Court to be renewed, and if found 
inequitable, reversed by a court of arbitration after the conclusion 
of the war. 

Stockholm, February 28, 1916. 



No. 11 

M. Bostrom, Swedish Charge d' Affaires, to Sir Edward Grey. — 
(Received March 14) 

(Translation) 

Swedish Legation, London, March 18, 1916. 
Sir, 

On the 28th February last His Britannic Majesty's Minister at 
Stockholm transmitted to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of His 
Majesty the King of Sweden a memorandum containing the reply of 
His Britannic Majesty's Government to Count Wrangel's note of the 
11th February, 1916, relative to the detention of certain postal 
parcels. In accordance with instructions received, I have the honor 
to make the following communication to your Excellency in answer to 
the said memorandum. 

The Swedish Government fully share the desire expressed by the 
British Government to maintain and strengthen the friendly relations 
between the two countries and to remove any grounds of friction. 

It was with this view that the King's Government declared them- 
selves prepared, if the British Government on their part accepted the 
proposal of arbitration without delay, to release the parcels mails 
detained in Sweden, and also expressed the hope that the British 
Government, pending the arbitral award, would refrain from taking 
measures which might cause new disputes and new counter-measures. 

Very little would in fact be gained if, after the present grounds of 
friction had been removed, fresh cases of the same nature were imme- 
diately to arise and continue in uninterrupted sequence. 

It is, unhappily, difficult to find in the British memorandum of 
the 28th February any ground for the hope expressed on the Swedish 
side of a change in the British practice. From the Swedish point 
of view, this only lends additional force to the objections which the 
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suggested postponement of a recourse to arbitration until after the 
war has encountered. 

As to the suggestion put forward from the British side that a 
solution should be sought in legal process, i.e., that the decision of a 
British prize court should be invoked, the King's Government beg 
to submit the following considerations : — 

Firstly, experience has proved that — owing to circumstances of 
which the Swedish Government refrain from judging- — the decisions 
of the British prize courts are, as a rule, not given for a very con- 
siderable time. So far as the Swedish Government are aware, none 
of the pending cases concerning the seizure of goods belonging to 
Swedish subjects have as yet been finally decided. 

Secondly, the counsel representing the Government of His Bri- 
tannic Majesty has maintained in the Prize Court that the court has 
no power to decide on the validity under international law of orders 
given by the Government of His Britannic Majesty, which applied 
in a case brought before it by the British military or other authori- 
ties. If this doctrine is upheld, there is evidently, however highly 
one may think of the spirit, learning, and impartiality of the Prize 
Court, no hope of success for a claim based upon the invalidity of 
such orders under international law. 

Thirdly, the questions now at issue involve important points 
which could not be the subject of a direct decision by the Prize 
Court, and which could hardly be taken indirectly into consideration 
by the court among the grounds for a decision. If the King's Gov- 
ernment are correctly informed, that court has to consider only such 
questions as have been brought before it by some British authority, 
and this has up to now not been the case so far as concerns, among 
other things, the British measures against the mails from Sweden to 
the United States of America. 

These objections notwithstanding, the King's Government have 
welcomed with sincere satisfaction the suggestion of a friendly solu- 
tion of present and future difficulties which is expressed in the state- 
ment that the British Government declare themselves "ready to refer 
to arbitration, after the conclusion of the war, any question in which, 
in the opinion of the Royal Swedish Government, Swedish claims 
have not been justly dealt with by a judgment of the British Prize 
Court." 

Referring to this statement, as well as to the arbitration conven- 
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tion in force between the two countries, the principles of which, in 
fact, the said statement merely translates into practice, the King's 
Government express the hope that an agreement will soon be arrived 
at recognizing explicitly that Sweden has the right to submit, after 
the war, to a court of arbitration, in accordance with the Hague 
Convention for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, the 
following questions, viz. : — 

The questions mentioned in the Swedish note of the 11th Febru- 
ary, 1916, as well as such questions of the same nature as have since 
arisen or may arise; it being, however, understood that cases which 
have been or may be brought before a British prize court shall not 
be referred to arbitration until the judgment of the prize court shall 
have been given; and 

Generally speaking, all cases touching the interests of Sweden or 
of Swedish subjects which have been or may be decided in connec- 
tion with the present war by a British prize court, and in respect to 
which the King's Government may consider that they have reason 
to be dissatisfied with the judgment. 

Provided that such an agreement can be arrived at, the King's 
Government are ready to release immediately the parcels mails now 
detained in Sweden with a view to their being forwarded by the 
usual route. In case British action of the kind which led to this 
detention should continue, the King's Government must reserve the 
right to take such counter-measures as the circumstances may de- 
mand. They must accordingly point out how desirable it is, in order 
to avoid new causes for mutual irritation, that the Government of 
His Britannic Majesty should discontinue such measures. 

The King's Government hope His Britannic Majesty's Govern- 
ment will recognize that they have not only proved their good-will 
in desiring to remove anything standing in the way of good relations 
between the two countries, but that they have, so far as depended 
on them, also shown every consideration reasonably to be expected 
for the particular interests which have suffered through the detention 
in Sweden of parcels mails in transit. 

I have, &c. 

WOLLMAR BOSTROM. 
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No. 12 
Sir Edward Grey to Count Wrangel 

Foreign Office, April 25, 1916. 
Sir, 

I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note of the 
13th March regarding the detention of the parcels mails. 

Before proceeding to a general expression of the policy of His 
Majesty's Government on this subject, I desire to deal with one point 
as to which your note reveals some misapprehension. In paragraph 8 
of that note, you are good enough to state that the arguments recently 
presented on behalf of the Crown to the Prize Court preclude any 
possibility of a claim based upon the invalidity in international law 
of the Orders in Council being successfully made before that court. 
In order to remove any misapprehension which may exist in the 
mind of the Swedish Government on this point, I have the honor to 
transmit herewith a copy of a note addressed to the United States 
Ambassador on the 31st July last, 2 which makes it clear that the 
attitude of His Majesty's Government is not that attributed to them 
in your note. To my declaration thus made to the United States 
Ambassador His Majesty's Government adhere. 

There is one further point to which I must refer. You are good 
enough to refer in the 11th paragraph of your note to the arbitration 
convention in force between Great Britain and Sweden. I must point 
out that this convention is not a general one stipulating for the refer- 
ence to arbitration of all cases in which a dispute exists between the 
two countries. It specifically recognizes exceptions in the cases of 
matters involving the vital interests of either party, and I can con- 
ceive of no question more clearly partaking of this nature than the 
conduct of naval operations by the Allied Governments against their 
enemies in the present war. 

Having dealt with these points, I wish to proceed in a spirit of 
conciliation to consider the general proposals put forward in your 
note in their relation to the policy consistently laid down by His 
Majesty's Government throughout the present discussion. In order 
to do so, it will be convenient to review the history of that discussion. 

s See "Misc., No. 14 (1916)," No. 10; Special Supplement to this Journal, 
July, 1915, p. 163. 
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On the 18th December last you very courteously protested against 
the detention of the parcels mails on board the steamships Hellig Olaf 
and Stockholm, and on the 27th of the same month you made a 
similar protest in regard to the removal of the parcels mails from 
certain other vessels. On the 1st January I was obliged to point out 
to you that I did not understand the grounds on which the conten- 
tion of the Swedish Government was based, seeing that parcels mails 
were not entitled to any special treatment differing from that ac- 
corded to any other part of the cargo of neutral ships. On the 21st 
January you were good enough to answer this note, alleging that His 
Majesty's Government had violated certain various international 
agreements by their action. 

In replying to this on the 31st January I had the honor to repudi- 
ate this charge, and to express the absolute confidence of His Majesty's 
Government in the justice of the British prize courts. With a sincere 
desire, however, to meet the Swedish Government, I made an offer 
in the following terms: 

If, nevertheless, a neutral Government were to consider that the result of any 
particular judgment of the British Prize Court had in practice failed to give proper 
redress to one of their subjects, His Majesty's Government would be quite ready 
to listen sympathetically to any diplomatic representations on the subject, and 
they do not exclude the possibility of settling the controversy by some reference 
to arbitration after the war. 

This offer was referred to by His Majesty's Minister at Stockholm 
in his note of the 28th February in a passage which you are good 
enough to quote in the tenth paragraph of your communication under 
reply. That passage must be read in conjunction with the last para- 
graph of Sir E. Howard's note, which makes it clear that the cases 
to be referred to arbitration must be specific decisions of the British 
Prize Court, actually delivered, and both passages must be inter- 
preted by the terms of the offer to which they refer, which I have 
quoted above, and which remains the final offer of His Majesty's 
Government. It is not one which they can extend at the present 
time. Indeed, it requires neither extension nor explanation, for it 
has already been made to other Governments besides the Swedish 
Government, as you will observe from the conclusion of paragraph 6 
of the note to the United States Ambassador enclosed herein. 

The above sketch of the history of this discussion will make it 
clear that the question which His Majesty's Government believe 
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themselves to be discussing is the detention of the parcels mails car- 
ried by Swedish ships, and not a test case involving the whole naval 
policy of His Majesty's Government and of the Allies in the present 
war. In the case of one of the vessels on which this controversy 
originally arose, viz., the Stockholm, the mails were forwarded to their 
destination, and no question of a prize court decision can therefore 
arise thereon. With regard to the other cases, His Majesty's Govern- 
ment regard them, once they have been adjudicated by the court, as 
subject to, and as safeguarded by, the general offer stated above. But 
His Majesty's Government are, in these particular cases, prepared to 
go further, and, as an exceptional proceeding arising out of their 
desire to be friendly to Sweden, they are ready to apply this offer 
specifically in advance of the decision of the court to the parcels 
awaiting adjudication in the instances under discussion. They are 
ready to agree formally that, if the Swedish Government consider 
themselves aggrieved by the future decision of the Prize Court with 
respect to these parcels, they will submit that decision to arbitration 
after the war, provided the Swedish Government now release the 
parcels mails in transit for Russia. 

This is the final extent of the arrangement which His Majesty's 
Government are prepared to offer in settlement of the present dis- 
cussion. As against this, the Swedish Government have considered 
themselves justified in demanding, first, that His Majesty's Govern- 
ment shall undertake to submit to arbitration after the war any ques- 
tion which the Swedish Government may desire so to submit; and, 
secondly, that meanwhile His Majesty's Government shall relinquish 
for the remainder of the war those very rights the exercise of which 
is to form the subject-matter of the contemplated arbitration. His 
Majesty's Government must confine themselves to the specific offer 
which they have made thereon. They do not admit the illegality of 
their action, nor can they give any promise limiting the future exer- 
cise of their belligerent rights. 

I have, &c. 

E. Grey. 
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No. 13 

Note verbale handed by His Majesty's Minister at Stockholm to the 
Swedish Minister for Foreign Affairs 

His Britannic Majesty's Minister was asked some time ago to 
give an interpretation of the precise meaning of the note addressed 
to the Swedish Minister in London on the 25th of April last, upon the 
subject of the detention of the parcel post. 

The interpretation was given verbally, but Sir E. Howard is now 
authorized to state that the views of His Majesty's Government 
agree substantially with those which he then gave as to the meaning 
of the note. The construction to be placed upon the note is, there- 
fore, as follows: 

1. The offer therein made to the Royal Swedish Government 
respecting arbitration applies only to disputes about parcels mails 
carried on Swedish vessels. 

2. As a general rule, His Majesty's Government could only enter- 
tain a proposal for arbitration in such cases, subject to the following 
conditions : 

(a) That the decision of the Prize Court should have been previ- 
ously given. 

(6) That the Royal Swedish Government shall be dissatisfied with 
such decision. 

(c) That diplomatic discussion between the Governments shall 
have led to a settlement satisfactory to both parties. 

3. In the case, however, of the steamship Hellig Olaf, His Majesty's 
Government are prepared to consent forthwith to arbitration after 
the war upon the question of the parcels mails carried by this ship, 
if the Royal Swedish Government should find themselves dissatisfied 
with the Prize Court decision, which will be given in the case of these 
parcels mails. 

Although no mention was made in the note above referred to, to 
the Anglo-Russian parcels detained by the Royal Swedish Govern- 
ment in transit through Sweden, Sir E. Howard has the honor to 
add that, in view of the conciliatory attitude shown by the British 
Government in this matter, it is anticipated that the Royal Swedish 
Government will not object to refer to arbitration any claims which 
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may be put forward by His Majesty's Government arising out of the 
detention of these parcels in Sweden, if such claims shall not previ- 
ously have been settled by diplomatic discussions. 
Stockholm, June 5, 1916. 

No. 14 
Sir Edward Grey to Count Wrangel 

_.. Foreign Office, June 19, 1916. 

Sir, 

On the 25th April I had the honor to address a note to you 
regarding the contentions advanced by your Government against the 
action of His Majesty's Government in detaining for examination 
the parcels mails from Swedish ships. 

I feel obliged to draw your attention to the fact that His Majesty's 
Government have as yet received no satisfaction in regard to the 
parcels mails from Great Britain in transit for Russia which have now 
been detained for months by the Swedish Government. I have 
already pointed out that this action is wholly illegal. These mails 
have been detained by the Swedish Government in contravention 
generally of the principles of international law, and specifically of the 
agreement between the British and Swedish Post Offices of the 10th 
and 26th May, 1904, and the only pretext on which it is sought to 
justify this breach of the agreement and of the law of nations is 
that it is a retaliation for the action of His Majesty's Government 
in exercising the belligerent right of examining parcels mails carried 
on Swedish ships. 

As it is admitted by all neutral Governments that parcels mails 
are not entitled to any special immunities from the laws governing 
the naval action of belligerent Powers in regard to merchandise on 
the high seas, this pretext cannot be regarded as worthy of serious 
attention either by His Majesty's Government or by any impartial 
person in neutral countries. 

His Majesty's Government must therefore demand that the 
Swedish Government shall without further delay release the parcels 
mails which they have detained, and I must further give notice that 
His Majesty's Government will claim damages for the loss suffered by 
British subjects owing to the action of the Swedish Government. 

I have, &c. 

E. Grey. 
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No. 15 

Count Wrangel to Sir Edward Grey. — (Received June 30) 
(Translation) 

Swedish Legation, London, June 29, 1916. 
Sir, 

Under instructions from my Government, I have the honor to 
transmit the following communication which has been sent to me by 
telegraph from Stockholm: 

"In their note of the 25th April the British Government gave 
their views concerning questions connected with the detention of 
certain postal parcels. This note has been explained by a note ver- 
bale communicated by Sir Esme" Howard on the 6th June. In the 
view of the Swedish Government it appears impossible to reconcile 
the contents of these documents with the terms of the declarations 
previously made by the British Government on the subject of the 
recourse to arbitration. The Swedish Government had especially 
relied upon the declarations made in a telegram from Sir Edward 
Grey to the British Legation at Stockholm, which were communicated 
to the Swedish Government on the 28th February. In this telegram 
no allusion is to be found to certain restrictions which have now been 
laid down. If the promises of the British Government went beyond 
what was contained in the British note of the 31st January, the 
King's Government might conclude that the British Government were 
fully entitled to give a wide interpretation to this note, which, more- 
over, in the passage in question, does not limit itself to postal packets 
or to Swedish vessels. The King's Government still believe that these 
promises were not in harmony with the spirit of the existing arbitra- 
tion convention. Even if the measures taken against neutrals could 
be described as 'conduct of naval operations by the Allied Govern- 
ments against their enemies,' an arbitral award which would not be 
pronounced till after the conclusion of peace could in no way imperil 
the vital interests of a country no longer at war. On the other hand, 
the King's Government take note with satisfaction of the declaration 
made in the note of the 25th April, to the effect that the validity of 
the Orders in Council according to international law can be success- 
fully contested before the Prize Court. The final result obtained in 
the case of the Zamora is thus confirmed by the British Government. 
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Further, the King's Government note with satisfaction that though 
limiting the scope of the special offer made in the note of the 25th 
April, the explanatory note verbale does not in any way affect the 
reference made in the above note to the general offer of arbitration 
addressed to other neutral Governments. 

"In these circumstances, the King's Government do not wish to 
lay stress on the inadequacy of the special offer, and are prepared to 
accept the actual proposals of the British Government. In doing so 
they wish it to be expressly understood that they adhere entirely to 
their point of view with regard to the measures taken both by them 
and by the British authorities. The repeal of the order which had 
brought about the actual detention of certain postal parcels does not 
therefore imply the resumption of the transmission of postal parcels 
in general, but only that the parcels so detained will be forwarded to 
their destination, provided that there is no obstacle to this in the 
general prohibitions as to the export and transit of certain commodi- 
ties. So long as the British Government maintains the measures, of 
which the Swedish Government is entitled to complain, with regard 
to postal parcels and postal correspondence, the King's Government 
do not see their way to renew permission for this transit, and must 
reserve to themselves the right to take other measures, should neces- 
sity arise. 

"The Swedish Government hope, however, that such measures 
will not become necessary, and that the British Government will in 
certain respects act in the same conciliatory spirit as has inspired the 
King's Government in accepting the British proposals and in thus 
eliminating a cause of complaint, and as it appears, of irritation. 
There is, indeed, no lack of occasions for displaying towards Sweden 
this spirit, which is so greatly to be desired in the interest of good 
relations between the two countries." 

I avail, &c. 

Wrangel. 

No. 16 

Sir Edward Grey to Count Wrangel 

Foreign Office, July 6, 1915. 
Sir, 

I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note of the 

29th June, in which you convey to me the reply of the Swedish Gov- 
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eminent to the recent communications from His Majesty's Govern- 
ment in regard to the detention of mails. 

In reply to your note, I have the honor to point out that the 
refusal of the Swedish Government to transit further parcels mails 
between the United Kingdom and Russia is a violation of the agree- 
ment concluded between the British and Swedish Post Offices in 
1904 concerning the direct exchange of parcels by parcels post. This 
refusal, therefore, renders the present proposal of the Swedish Gov- 
ernment entirely unsatisfactory as a reply to the demand which I 
had the honor to make in my communication of the 19th June. 

While, therefore, taking note of the promise of the Swedish Gov- 
ernment to release the parcels at present detained by them, I have 
the honor to inform you that unless the Swedish Government engage 
to carry out their obligations under the agreement of 1904 in the 
case of future parcels dispatched from the United Kingdom or from 
Russia through Sweden, His Majesty's Government must withdraw 
all the offers of arbitration they have made. 

His Majesty's Government maintain all their rights under the 
agreement of 1904, and especially the right to claim damages under 
Article 13, which they now hereby claim, together with such addi- 
tional damages, over and above the sums provided for in that article, 
as may be due under the general provisions of international law and 
the requirements of international comity. 

I have, &c. 

E. Grey. 

No. 17 

Count Wrangel to Sir Edward Grey. — (Received July 25) 

(Translation) 

„. Swedish Legation, London, July 24, 1916. 

In reply to the notes which your Excellency was good enough to 
address to me on the 19th ultimo and the 6th instant, concerning the 
detention of certain postal packets, arbitration, &c, I have been 
authorized to make the following communication to you: 

In a note dated the 19th June, 1916, you asked in the name of 
your Government that the King's Government should release, with- 
out further delay, the postal packets detained in Sweden by the order 
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of the 16th December, 1915. At the same time, you announced the 
intention of the British Government to claim such damages as might 
be due to British subjects as a result of this measure. 

Before this note could reach Stockholm, the King's Government 
had decided to reply in the affirmative to the British notes of the 
25th April and 5th June, simply accepting the proposals formulated 
therein. Sir Esme Howard had been informed of this decision, which 
had even been put into execution by orders given to the Postal 
Administration. In these circumstances, the demand made in the 
note of the 19th June seemed to have no further object, and it ap- 
peared useless to start a discussion on the motives that the British 
Government thought it necessary to invoke in support of this demand. 

The King's Government have taken note with surprise of the 
communication dated the 6th July which I have already had the 
honor of acknowledging. The King's Government had the right to 
believe that as the British proposals regarding arbitration and the 
release of the postal packets detained in Sweden had been accepted 
by the Swedish Government without reserve, nothing remained but 
to give a more official form to the convention which was virtually con- 
cluded, a task that could not have been difficult. They therefore did 
not hesitate to proceed immediately with the release of the postal 
packets which had been detained. 

The British Government, on their part, thought themselves entitled 
to subordinate the acceptance of the Swedish "proposal" to the con- 
dition that the King's Government would engage to carry out the 
obligations arising from the agreement come to in 1904 between the 
Swedish and British Postal Administrations, by permitting in future 
the transit of postal parcels between the United Kingdom and Russia. 

This is a new condition. It was neither put forward nor mentioned 
anywhere in the correspondence regarding arbitration. On the con- 
trary the King's Government expressed on more than one occasion 
their hope that the British Government would, by ceasing the dis- 
puted measures, save them the necessity of resorting to retaliation. 
This hope does not appear to be realized. The British Government 
having preferred to retain their liberty of action cannot be surprised 
at the Swedish Government claiming for themselves the same liberty. 
It must be remembered that the consignments in question have in 
fact completely ceased for several months, the postal parcels having 
been sent by other routes. 
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Besides, the condition laid down is of a nature to completely 
prejudice the arbitration, which would be nothing more than an 
empty form. If the King's Government were to admit that the 
agreement of 1904 prevents them from refusing the transit of postal 
parcels in the circumstances in question, the case to be laid before 
the court of arbitration would be decided in advance. 

Finally, it goes without saying that no independent Government 
could renounce, for future and indefinite contingencies, its right to 
take necessary measures, should occasion arise. What can be con- 
ceded is that the special case which is submitted to an arbitral tribunal 
will not be made the occasion of new measures. The King's Govern- 
ment, in order to give a fresh proof of their conciliatory spirit, are 
even prepared to declare that they will not have recourse to retalia- 
tion on account of the measures, which have or may have been taken, 
as they believe illegally, by the British authorities with regard to 
postal communications, up to the time of the delivery of this note. 
The Kings' Government earnestly hope that the British Government 
will appreciate this concession, and will find no obstacles to prevent 
them proceeding with the agreement on the subject of arbitration. 

With regard to the question of damages claimed by the British 
Government, the King's Government think they may confine them- 
selves for the present to declaring that in their opinion these claims 
must be considered in connection with corresponding Swedish claims, 
and that they will clearly depend in the last resort on the legality 
of the British measures which have, or may have, provoked, on the 
part of Sweden, the retaliation in question. 

The King's Government propose, should the occasion arise, to 
publish the whole correspondence concerning the detention of postal 
parcels and the question of arbitration. This publication may be 
necessary to give the Swedish public an opportunity of forming a 
correct opinion as to the action of the King's Government in this 
matter. The King's Government recall the fact that the British 
Government have several times expressed a desire for the publication 
of the documents bearing on the subject, and that the King's Govern- 
ment have never opposed it. 

I avail, &c. 

Wrangel 
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No. 18 
Viscount Grey to Count Wrangel 

Foreign Office, August 2, 1916. 
Sir, 

I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note of the 
24th July, in which you convey the reply of the Swedish Government 
to my notes of the 19th June and 6th July regarding the question of 
the parcels mails. 

I have the honor to inform you that, if and so long as the Swedish 
Government forward parcels between the United Kingdom and Russia 
and elsewhere in the regular way, and otherwise carry out the Post 
Office Agreement of 1904, the offers of arbitration made in my note 
of the 25th April, as interpreted by the note verbale handed to the 
Swedish Government by His Majesty's Minister at Stockholm on 
the 5th June, will remain open. 

With regard to the considerations urged in the 6th paragraph of 
your note under reply, I have the honor to inform you that 
His Majesty's Government merely ask for a statement whether the 
Swedish Government will henceforward cease to interfere with the 
transit of all parcels despatched to or from the United Kingdom across 
Sweden. I should be glad to receive an answer to this question as 
soon as possible, and I trust that on receipt of it our two Govern- 
ments may be able to regard this correspondence as closed and the 
questions at issue as finally settled. 

I have, &c. 

Grey of Fallodon. 



